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Applicatit(s) : Azadet et al . 

Case" 15-7 

SeiialNo.: 10/022,665 

Filing Date: Decembei 18, 2001 

Group: 2133 

Examiner: Joseph D. Tones 

Title: Method and Apparatus for Joint Equalization and Decoding of 

Muhidimensional Codes Tiansmitted over Multiple Symbol Durations 



15 

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

20 

Mail Stop AF 
Commissioner for* Patents 
PO Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

25 

Sir: 

The present invention and piior ait have been summarized in Applicants' 
30 piioi responses,. 

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Claims 1 through 20 are presently pending in the above-identified patent 

application Claims 1, 21, 26, 27 and 33 are rejected under 35 U S C. §103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Chevillat (United States Patent No,. 5,031,195) in view of Kim (United 

35 States Patent No. 5,963,592) and claims 2-4, 9, 10, 22-25 and 34 are rejected under 35 

u s e. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over Chevillat in view of Eyuboglu (United States 

Patent No . 4,713,829). 

The Examiner indicated that claims 28-32 would be allowable if rewritten 

in independent form. Applicants assume that the Section 112 rejection and Drawings 

40 objection have been withdrawn, since they were addressed by Applicants in the prior 

response and were not further addressed by the Examiner in the Advisory Action.. 

1 
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Aiguments 

Independent Claims L 21 and 33 

The Examinei rejected independent claims 1, 21 and 33 under 35 U S.C 
§103 (a) as being unpatentable ovei Chevillat in view of Kim, With regard to claims 1 
5 and 21, for example, the Examinei asseits that Chevillat teaches compensating for 
intei'symbol inter feience caused by pieviously transmitted multidimensional code 
symbols (citing Abstract and col 5, lines 8-17 and 46). The Examinei acknowledges 
that Chevillat does not explicitly teach the use of taking specific compensatory actions 
for intiasymbol interference. The Examinei asserts, however, that Kim teaches 

10 compensation for intiasymbol inteifeience (citing col 9, lines 8-13), 

In order to simplify the issues that aie presented for appeal, Applicants 
submit that neither' Chevillat nor Kim, separately or in combination, disclose or suggest 
compensating for /«/rasymbol inteiference caused by symbol components within a 
current multidimensional code sjmibol 

15 Patentable Weight of "Multidimensional Code Symbol" Definition 

In the Advisory Action, the Examiner' asseits that the preamble language 
"a multidimensional code symbol comprises a number of symbol components of lower 
dimensionality/' should not be given patentable weight, because the recitation occurs in 
the preamble, To the contrary, however, the above quoted limitation " ..caused by 

20 symbol components within a current multidmaensional code symbol," must be interpreted 
in light of the preamble The term "multidimensional code symbol" is defined in the 
preamble to comprise "a number of symbol components of lower dimensionality," and 
thus, this recitation must be given patentable weight.. 

Despite the comments of the Examiner in the Advisory Action, the 

25 preamble recitation "a number of symbol components of lower dimensionality," does not 
merely lecite the purpose of a process or the intended use of a structure. In fact, the body 
of the claim most certainly depends on the preamble for completeness Thus, the 
Examiner 's own cited case law is not even applicable There is no basis in law or fact for 
overlooking the explicit definition of the term "multidimensional code symbol," in the 

30 manner suggested by the Examiner .. 



2 



Azadet 15-7 



Intfasymbol Interference Compensation 

Independent claims 1, 21 and 33 lequiie compensating foi intiasymbol 
interference caused by symbol components within a ciutent multidimensional code 
symbol In the final Office Action, the Examiner asseits that Kim teaches compensation 
5 for intiasymbol interference (citing col. 9, lines 8-13) 

In the Advisory Action, the Examinei did not address the issue of 
iff//'ffsymbol interference at all, and failed to addiess any of Applicants' lemaiks with 
lespect to intrasymhol inteifeience 

Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a 
10 prima facie case of obviousness foi at least the reason that there exists no motivation to 
combine the refer ences, and fiuthei, even if combinable, tlie refeiences collectively do 
not teach each and every limitation of the independent claims. See, e.g.,, M.P.E P. §2143 , 
Also, there is no reasonable expectation of success . Id 

Applicants submit that the references, when combined, do not disclose or 
15 suggest compensating for intrasymbol interference caused by symbol components within 
a current multidimensional code symbol As indicated by Applicants in at least two prior 
responses (but, again, not addressed at all by the Examiner in the latest Office Action or 
Advisory Action), Kim h not even directed to a coded system! Thus, Kim does not 
disclose oi" suggest compensating for intrasymbol interference within multidimensional 
20 code symbols. Kim defines intrasymbol interference in the context of in-phase and 
quadrature-phase filtering in an OFDM transceiver without consideration of coding 
Applicants again respectfully request the Examiner" to specifically identify any 
suggestion of a multidimensional code in Kim. 

Applicants further submit that there exists no motivation to combine the 
25 references The Examiner asserts that it would be obvious to modify Chevillat with the 
teachings of Kim by including the use of taking specific compensatory actions for 
intrasymbol interference, because one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized 
that such compensatory actions would have provided adaptation for abrupt changes in the 
charmel 

30 First, since Kim is not even directed to a coded system, a person of 

ordinary skill in the art would not even look to Kim for a solution to the problem 

3 
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addressed by the present invention, namely, the decoding of multidimensional codes. 
Thus, a peison of oidinaiy skill would not combine Chevillat and Kim 

Second, the Examiner seems to rely on the geneial notion that 
"inter symbol and intiasymbol interference are a type of noise due to multi-path fading, 
5 causing enors in the received data," in support of a motivation to combine Applicants 
note, however, that inter symbol and intiasymbol interference are distinct and independent 
types of channel impairments, each requiring specific treatment A solution that 
compensates for inter symbol interference does not suggest a solution that compensates 
for' intrasymbol interference, and vice versa 

10 Also, there is no reasonable expectation of success for the combination of 

Chevillat and Kim Kim suggests to "to remove intrasymbol inteifeiency by updating the 
in-phase and quadrature phase filtering coefficients by utilizing the pilot signal," which is 
different from "compensating for uitrasymbol interference caused by symbol components 
within a current multidimensional code symbol." Kim addresses the removal of 

15 intrasymbol interference for an uncoded symbol comprising I and Q coordinates, whereas 
claim 1 addresses the compensation of intrasymbol interference caused by symbol 
components within a current multidimensional code symbol. It is not clear to Applicants 
how the removal of in-phase and quadratuie-phase filtering coefficients by utilizing the 
pilot signal leads to the compensation of intrasymbol interference caused by symbol 

20 components within a current code symbol Therefore, there is no reasonable expectation 
of success.. 

Thus, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the Section 103 
rejection of the independent claims . 

Dependent Claims 

25 The Examiner' rejected dependent claims 26 and 27 under 35 U S C. 

§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chevillat in view of Kim. Dependent claims 2-4, 9, 
10, 22-25 and 34 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chevillat in view of Eyuboglu. Claims 2-4, 9-10, and 22-23 and 34 are dependent on 
claims 1, oi 33 and are therefore patentably distinguished over Chevillat, Eyuboglu and 

30 Kim (alone or in combination) because of theii dependency fiom independent claims 1 or 
33 for the reasons set forth above, as well as other elements these claims add in 
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combination to theii base claim. 
Conclusion 

All of the pending claims aie in condition for allowance and such 
favorable action is earnestly solicited. 
5 Applicants expressly leseive the right to submit in any subsequent Appeal 

01 prosecution, the more detailed arguments legarding the "intei'symbol interference" 
claim limitations, as well as the detailed arguments legaiding the patentability of^ a 
number of dependent claims fiom applicants' piioi response to the final Office Action. 

If any outstanding issues remain, oi if the Examiner has any further 
10 suggestions fbi expediting allowance of this application, the Examinei is invited to 
contact the undersigned at the telephone number indicated below. 

The Examiner's attention to this matter is appreciated, 

Respectfully submitted, 

15 Date: October 30, 2006 Kevin M Mason 

Attorney for Applicants 
Reg No. 36,597 
Ryan, Mason & Lewis, LLP 
1300 Post Road, Suite 205 

20 Faiifield, CT 06824 

(203) 255-6560 
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